Speaking is viewed as a skill more often used in communication and interaction in particular. However, the speaking skill is measured in various ways. The aim of this study is, therefore, to determine the views of Turkish as a Foreign Language (TFL) instructors (lecturers and teachers) on measuring and evaluating speaking skills. To this end, the research data were obtained with the help of 51 TFL instructors who volunteered to fill out a semi-structured interview form titled "Instructors' Views on the Assessment and Evaluation of the Speaking Skill in Turkish as a Foreign Language" created as a Google Docs form. The obtained data were then analyzed through content analysis technique, which revealed that the instructors perform their speaking skill assessments on basis of the criteria including grammar rules, pronunciation/ articulation, fluency, vocabulary knowledge, starting/sustaining dialogues, meaning construction, consistency, self-expression, language learning level, level of achieving outcomes, using phrases, style, length of speech, individual differences, exemplification, chronological narration, avoiding repetition, stress-intonation, body language, rate of speech, and effective use of time. It can be concluded that assessing and evaluating the Turkish speaking skill with a rubric to be developed based on these criteria will help minimize any potential rater subjectivities involved in such measurement and evaluation.
Introduction
Each of the language skills is important in itself for foreign language learning. However, beyond just mastering the language rules, since the speaking skill is directly observable during interaction/communication with other people, it must be paid utmost attention, as pointed out by Alperen (1991) that "language is mostly learned by speaking" (p.60). Recognition of the vowels and consonants of a language, vocabulary knowledge level, grammar rules, meaning construction, stressintonation, and even body language are all directly related to the competence in speaking skills. Asserting that the primary objective of language teaching is ensuring communication, İşisağ and Demirel (2010, p. 193) , underscore the speaking skill as the most important skill among all four language skills.
In addition, speaking is a physical and mental process in which a commonly shared and agreed-upon set of signs and sounds turn into meanings and messages in the minds of the interlocutors using them (Erdem, 2013, p. 181) . In other words, "speaking is the way of conveying, explaining and expressing emotions, thoughts, and wishes through visual and auditory elements" (Taşer, 2000, p. 27) . Whether for native Turkish speakers or for foreigners learning Turkish, "the main purpose of teaching speaking is to enable someone to express his/her feelings and ideas before a person or community with or without preparation" (Temizyürek, 2007, p. 121) . However, it is also stated that students find speaking as the most difficult skill to master where they have the slowest progress (Köksal and Dağ-Pestil, 2014, p. 315) . It is obvious that TFL learners have serious problems in improving their speaking skill, and some steps need to be taken to remedy the inadequacies they experience.
The collective action required by the globalization has brought certain standards in language teaching, and when measuring and evaluating foreign language competencies, the criteria in "Common European Framework of Reference for Languages" (CEFR), as an international standard focusing on communicative approach, should be taken into account (Demirel, 2004; Köse, 2007; Özdemir, 2011; Yağmur-Şahin and Aydın, 2014) . This can also lay the groundwork for national partnerships as well as internationalization. Indeed, an analysis of the TFL activities in Turkey reveals that the current assessment instruments and practices vary quite extensively. Increasing the efficiency of the instructional process and the quality of learning requires taking time to implement systematic assessment.
In education, assessment is defined as "observing a quality and expressing the result of the observation with numbers or other symbols" (Turgut, 1986, p. 3); and evaluation is described as "judging a student's success by comparing measurements against a criterion or criteria" (Tan, 2005, p. 180) . Kavcar, Oğuzkan and Sever (2004, p. 103) emphasize that assessment and evaluation aim not only to give grades, but also to identify and remedy students' shortcomings. Thus, language teaching assessment should create meaningful feedback to determine the level of instructional attainment, that is, to find out whether the targeted learning outcomes have been achieved. Written tests, short-answer tests, pairing tests, multiple-choice tests and oral exams can be used for this purpose. According to Demir (2015, p. 323) , oral exams are the ideal measurement tools that can be used to assess general language or speaking subskills. Such exams, which can be carried out in the form of independent speaking, and dialogues or interviews with the examiner, must be planned well when measuring the TFL speaking skill. Göçer (2014) also states that cognitive, emotional and kinetic outcomes must be taken into account in the evaluation of the speaking skill.
The CEFR classifies the speaking skill into two types: participation in a conversation and performing uninterrupted speech. Correspondingly, Köse (2008, p. 40) categorizes the oral exams as dialogues and verbal expressions. The CEFR (Telc, 2013, p. 33 ) also focuses on variety/domain, accuracy, fluency, interaction and consistency to assess oral performance. However, our analysis of the related literature has revealed that some studies (Çerçi, 2015; Hamzadayı and Dölek, 2017) focus on assessing Turkish native speakers' speaking skill. Although some research on TFL learners' speaking skill (İşisağ and Demirel, 2010; Sallabaş, 2012a; Sallabaş, 2012b; Göçer, 2015a; Kurt, 2017;  1. Do the instructors perform assessment and evaluation of the speaking skill? 2. How much time do instructors spend to assess and evaluate the speaking skill? 3. What are the criteria instructors use to assess and evaluate the speaking skill?
4. According to instructors, what are the things to be aware of when assessing and evaluating the speaking skill?
5. What are the problems encountered by instructors in assessing and evaluating the speaking skill?
Method

Research design
In line with the nature of the research purpose, this study was designed as a descriptive qualitative study. "Qualitative research is an approach that aims to create theories and to investigate and understand social phenomena in the environment they are part of. ... This requires the researcher to be flexible, to reshape the research process according to collected information, and to follow an approach that is based on the research design and an inductive approach in analyzing the collected data" (Yıldırım, 1999, p. 10) . Qualitative descriptive studies are quite helpful in elaborating on the multivariate assessments of the sample within its real-life context. In the current study, the activities and practices for "evaluating and assessing learners' speaking skills in Turkish as a foreign language" are described under sub-headings classified according to the questions in the forms filled by the instructors (lecturers and teachers).
Participants
This study was carried out with the participation of 51 TFL instructors from various organizations between August 4 and 10, 2018, who completed a Google Docs form via web-based virtual office. In selecting the research participants, convenience sampling as a purposive sampling method was used. In convenience sampling, the researcher identifies the sample to be studied by considering variables such as cost, time and easy accessibility (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007, p. 109) . The characteristics of the volunteering instructors contributing to the research are as follows: When Table 1 is examined, it can be seen that 26 of the participants are female and 25 of them are male. Two of these are aged 22-25, 24 are in the 26-30 age group, 13 are in the 31-35 age group, 7 are in the 36-40 age group, 4 are in the 41-45 age group, and one is 46+ years old. Of the participants from 14 different workplaces, 34 reported that they have been teaching Turkish as a foreign language between 1 and 5 years, 15 of them 6-10 years, and two reported 11-15 years of teaching experience. Patton (2014, p. 244) Our study required that the participants included in the survey had to have taken part in the TFL exams before they could make accurate assessments. The information about the exams that the participants reported to have played a role in are as follows: Looking at Table 2 , 32 participants can be seen to have involved in the preparation and administration of a placement test, 48 in a level completion test, 37 in a Turkish proficiency test, 31 in an end-of-unit test, and 36 in quizzes.
Data Collection
In the present study, a semi-structured interview form prepared on the Google Docs webbased virtual office was used as the data collection tool. In studies carried out in the field of social sciences, especially when considering limitations on time and material resources, the ability to collect data from an online application offers significant advantages for researchers.
During the creation of the interview form, first, the relevant literature was reviewed, and then aligning it with the theoretical framework, a draft form with two subsections was created. The form was then revised in the light of the feedback given by three experts who are specialized in TFL. Finally, a pilot study was conducted with six volunteer instructors to finalize the form, increasing its content validity.
The first section of the form titled "Instructors' Views on the Assessment and Evaluation of the Speaking Skill in Turkish as a Foreign Language" includes demographical information about the participants (gender, age, workplace organization, TFL teaching experience and involvement in the preparation and administration of TFL tests), and the second section covers two yes/no questions regarding the views and comments on the assessment and evaluation of TFL speaking skill (whether
or not the participant was involved in speaking skill assessment and evaluation, and if the response was negative, why such an assessment and evaluation was not performed), and four open-ended questions (the time allotted for the assessment and evaluation of the speaking skill, by what criteria the participants scored student performance, what needs to be paid attention during the assessment, the problems encountered in the assessment and evaluation).
The form was then sent to the TFL instructors between August 4 and 10, 2018, and thus the research data were obtained.
Data analysis
The data obtained from the research were analyzed by content analysis. "Content analysis is defined as a systematic, replicable technique in which certain words of a text are summarized with smaller content categories using codes based on certain rules" (Büyüköztürk, Kılıç-Çakmak, Akgün, Karadeniz & Demirel, 2012, p. 240) . Such content analysis includes the steps of (i) coding the data, (ii) identifying emerging themes, (iii) organizing the codes and the themes, (iv) describing and interpreting the results (Yıldırım and Şimşek, 2006) . Accordingly, the interview forms were carefully analyzed, and various meaningful statements were identified and coded. This process was independently performed for each form by each of the three researchers. In this way, by identifying and evaluating the items on which the researchers of the study agreed and disagreed, inter-rater reliability was ensured. The formula (Reliability = agreement / [agreement + disagreement] X 100) proposed by Miles & Huberman (1994) was used to calculate the coding reliability of the researchers and inter-rater reliability was found to be 87%. Since a rate of 70% and higher inter-rater reliability is generally accepted as adequate, the coding relability in this study can be viewed as quite high. In the next step, categories/themes were identified and classified according to the similarities or differences among the previously identified codes. Each category was tabulated with the frequency values, and the Tables were further supported by quotations taken directly from the views reported by the research participants.
Results
Firstly, the instructors were asked whether or not they had participated in the assessment and evaluation of the speaking skill as part of TFL test preparation and/or administration. Table 3 shows that only one of the 51 instructors participating in the study (Participant 15) stated that she did not perform assessment and evaluation of the speaking skill. In the justification (for why not) part of this question, the participant reported that this was because such assessment was "a challenging process". The findings of the study were thus based on the data from the remaining 50 participants who reported having performed speaking skill assessment and evaluation.
Instructors reported the amount of time they spend on measuring and evaluating the speaking skill in the following way: Table 4 demonstrates that only one (Participant 16) among the 50 instructors failed to indicate the amount of time allowed for assessing the speaking skill, and the remaining 49 participants gave answers as shown in the Table. Thus, of these instructors, 10 spend 1-5 minutes, 16 of them 6-10 minutes, 15 spend 11-20 minutes, 1 spends 30 minutes, 4 spend 60 minutes, and 3 have a processoriented approach. Some answers given by the instructors are as follows: When the data obtained through the open-ended questions in the data collection form of the study are examined, it is obvious that since most of the instructors reported multiple views on a certain question item, an instructor is shown as a participant for several items on a Table. Thus, the criteria reported to be applied by the instructors for speaking skill assessment and evaluation are as follows: P2, P4, P7, P9, P10, P12, P13, P16, P19, P20, P22, P24, P28, P29,  P32, P33, P34, P35, P37, P38, P39, P41, P42, P43, P44, P45, P46,  P47, P48, P49, P50, P51   32  Pronunciation / Articulation  P2, P4, P5, P6, P8, P10, P12, P13, P16, P20, P22, P24, P28, P29, P32,  P33, P34, P35, P38, P39, P40, P41, P42, P43, P45, P47, P48   27  Fluency  P2, P4, P6, P7, P12, P13, P28, P32, P33, P34, P35, P37, P38, P39 When the instructors' criteria for speaking assessment are analyzed, 47 instructors were found to have provided valid responses, and three instructors (P17, P30, P36) were found to have given invalid answers. Ragarding frequency values, the instructors mostly emphasized the "grammar rules" (f: 32), "pronunciation/ articulation" (f: 27), "fluency" (f: 24), "vocabulary knowledge" (f: 22), "starting/sustaining dialogues" (f: 14), "meaning construction" (f: 15), "consistency" (f: 12), "selfexpression" (f: 12) and "language proficiency" (f: 6) items. Regarding the high-frequency items in particular, some answers given by the instructors are as follows:
"I score according to some criteria such as correct use of the grammar, elocution, fluency, sustaining a dialogue, vocabulary knowledge, and listening comprehension." (P2) "Listening comprehension, ability to express self, pronunciation." (P6) "Fluency, consistency, a high level of vocabulary knowledge, using the labguage accurately, fluent speaking, correct pronunciation, giving logical answers to the questions asked." (P28) "The words used, meaning and context framework, fluency, pronunciation, consistency, language knowledge." (P39) "Grammar knowledge, vocabulary knowledge, fluency, ability to communicate, consistency in pronunciation…" (P41) "First of all, I take into account which level (language structures in the proficiency level) the student is at." (P21) "Self-expression, grammar, fluent speaking" (P46)
In addition to searching for the criteria used by the TFL instructors in the speaking exams, the answer to the question "What are the things to be aware of when assessing and evaluating the speaking skill?" was also sought, and determining the ideal assessment and evaluation according to the instructors was another aim of the study. The views given by the instructors on this item are as follows: 46 instructors provided their views on the question of what needs to be paid attention during the assessment and evaluation of the speaking skill. The remaining 3 instructors (P15, P20, P44) did not answer this question, and 1 instructor (P18) gave an invalid answer. In terms of frequency values, the instructors highlighted the "grammar rules" (f: 19), "language proficiency" (f: 18), "fluency" (f: 17), "vocabulary knowledge" (f: 13), "meaning construction" (f: 13), "pronunciation" (f: 12), "selfexpression" (f: 6), "student's test anxiety" (f: 6), "starting/sustaining dialogues" (f: 5), "formal, contextual, gradual character of questions" (f: 5), "individual differences" (f: 4) and "giving enough time" (f: 4) items in their responses. Especially concerning the high-frequency items, some responses provided by the instructors are as follows: Instructors' views regarding the problems they experienced during the speaking skill assessment and evaluation are as follows: Regarding the problems they encountered during the speaking skill assessment and evaluation, six instructors (P13, P15, P17, P20, P22, P44) did not respond, one instructor (P33) gave an invalid answer, and three instructors (P10, P30, P36) reported that they did not encounter any problems. The remaining 40 instructors' views were analyzed in two parts: "learner-related problems" and "instructor-and learning environment-related problems." When considered in terms of frequency values, in the "learner-related problems" part, instructors emphasized the "test anxiety" (f: 20), "pronunciation inadequacy" (f: 10), "vocabulary knowledge inadequacy" (f: 6), "memorized speaking" (f: 6), "giving short answers" (f: 5), "grammar inadequacy" (f: 4) and "failure to build meaning" (f:4) items. As for the "instructor-and learning environment-related problems" section, the instructors underlined the "lack of standard/ objective measurement instruments" (f: 3), "inadequacy in instructors' knowledge and behavior" (f: 2), "inadequacy of speaking courses and activities" (f: 2), "overcrowded classrooms" (f: 2) and "inadequacies in question/subject quality" (f: 2) questionnaire items. Some answers from the instructors, especially about the high frequency items, can be exemplified as follows: Of the 51 instructors, 50 reported performing assessment and evaluation by particularly focusing on the speaking skill, and one instructor reported not testing speaking because it is "a challenging process". Based on their research on the TFL curriculum, Kan, Sülüşoğlu and Demirel (2013) report that lecturers and students agree that skill-specific tests are required to measure each language skill separately, indicating a consensus and supporting the instructor views in our own study.
When the time that the instructors devoted to measuring-evaluating the speaking skill was examined, it was found that 16 instructors spent 6-10 minutes, 15 instructors 11-20 minutes, 10 instructors 1-5 minutes, and 8 instructors spent more than 20 minutes on the speaking exam. The answers to the longer-term or process-oriented assessment were limited. Çerçi (2015) found that Turkish teachers generally agreed that the time allowed for measuring the speaking skill was insufficient. Göçer (2015b) points out the necessity of using the process approach in evaluating the speaking skill. However, there is a similarity between the fact that there is a 20-minute limit for speaking skills in examinations where English proficiency is measured such as TOEFL (https://www.ets.org/tr/toefl/ibt/about/content) and the common view expressed by the instructors that the time given for speaking skill assessment in the Turkish proficiency tests should not be more than 20 minutes.
The criteria used by the instructors in performing speaking skill assessment and evaluation include "grammar rules", "pronunciation/ articulation", "fluency", "vocabulary knowledge", "starting/sustaining dialogues", "meaning construction", "consistency", "self-expression", "language proficiency", "level of achieving outcomes", "using phrases, "style", "length of speech", "individual differences", "exemplification", "chronological narration", "avoiding repetition", "stress-intonation", "body language", "rate of speech", and "effective use of time." Arhan (2007) found that nearly all of the Turkish teachers were doing "assessment and evaluation" of speaking subskills with non-scientific criteria. Hamzadayı and Dölek (2017) found that Turkish teachers paid more attention to the speaking outcomes that required low-level cognitive processing such as gesture-mimicry, voice adjustment, pronunciation, and correct and proper use of words. However, the CEFR (2013) focuses on variety/domain, accuracy, fluency, interaction and consistency to assess the oral performance. It is clear that there is an agreement between these instructor views and the CEFR.
Regarding what they should be careful about when assessing the speaking skill, the instructors mostly focused on "grammar rules", "language proficiency", "fluency", "vocabulary knowledge", "meaning construction", "pronunciation", "self-expression", "student's test anxiety", "starting/sustaining dialogues", "formal, contextual, gradual character of questions", "individual differences" and "giving enough time." It is important to standardize these views, which are quite diverse in terms of the criteria they use in measuring and evaluating speaking skills as well as the points to be considered, so that a consensus can be reached. To do so, the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) can serve as starting point. Köse (2007) emphasized that the CEFR enriches the curriculum and assessment and evaluation methods and makes them more effective in terms of ensuring student achievement and achieving the specified goals. İşisağ and Demirel (2010) concluded that using the CEFR is effective in achieving a positive attitude toward speaking and maintaining success. Göçer (2015a) further stressed the importance of preparing an experiential learning environment for Turkish learners to allow them to learn by doing and thus helping them speak successfully by effectively using the speaking skill, and underscored the benefits to be gained from communicative and task-based language learning practices in achieving targeted speaking skill outcomes.
Problems experienced by the instructors in assessment and evaluation related to speaking skills identified some "problems with learners" and "problems with the instructor and learning environment". As for the problems related to the learners, the instructors especially emphasized the "student test anxiety", followed by "pronunciation inadequacy", "vocabulary knowledge inadequacy", "memorized speaking", "short answer" and "grammar inadequacy". As regards the problems with the instructor and learning environment, "lack of any standard/ objective measurement instruments", "inadequacy in instructors' knowledge and behavior", "inadequacy of speaking courses and activities", "high number of students" and "inadequacies in question/subject quality" were highlighted. Suggesting that scoring is an important challenge in oral tests, Demir (2015) points out that scoring and scorer bias is highly likely in testing speaking, and emphasizes the need to use detailed rubric or well-described criteria to minimize the risk of such bias. Köksal and Dağ-Pestil (2014) emphasize the importance of language as true to life in speaking classes and the connection of subjects to the students and their lives.
Suggestions
Based on the findings of the current study, the following suggestions can be made:
 What is missing in this study focusing on TFL instructors' views on the assessment and evaluation of the speaking skill, is not including a research question on what type of assessment tools the instructors use. Other researchers can design a future study that fills this gap in our study.
 In the assessment of TFL speaking subskills, detailed criteria can be defined by field experts based on the language level descriptors of the CEFR, which then can be used at the national level.
 Instructors' shortcomings in speaking skill assessment and evaluation can be solved by various pre-service and in-service training courses.
 A rubric can be developed by revising and arranging the items in the findings identified by the current study.
